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PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

0 13 The period for reply expires 3_months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 



earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 



1 □ A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief nnust be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a). or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2.n The proposed annendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying th€ 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: , 

30 Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

4D Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 
5M The a)n affidavit, b)^ exhibit, or c)K request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 

application in condition for allowance because: See Continuation Sheet. 
6.n The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 
7 □ For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)^ will not be entered or b)^ will be entered and an 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: . 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 

8. n The drawing correction filed on isa)D approved or b)^ disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. n Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10. n Other: 
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Continuation of 5 does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Applicant cites case law at page 4 of the paper. 
AuS oi a Applican? asserts that the foSr cited references establish that profiling was sufficiently well known to show posession. but 
Jlfs no^sho^^^^^^ dTsdsoures in the references woul relate to his claimed invention. Applicant asserts that the references establish 
fhat methods oS^ were sufficiently well known, but do not specifiy why this is so. Applican asserts that his disclosure .s 
suf^icTeTbut provides no substantive argument. In contrast, the Examiner has in the Final Office Ac .on cted at least one specrf^ defec 

5 ADDlicant does not address ApplLnts Specification at page 27. recites that "the profiling system becomes more intelligent over 
^me ^'bSes no%ug^ as to'how this might be accomplished. Applicant fails to address at least this =P«f ^ft^^ 
Sai R^sDon^e At page 5 Applicant argues that each comparison element need not be matched; tne Examiner did not argue that each 
be matehed but only washes to know how the Specification shows how any would be matched. Applicant then argues comparison of tw 
Sfff^rfnfsNpping r^^^^^^^^^ It is uncle'ar how comparison of "order shipment time" (specific) could be «','-P-[«d to "shipping 
nSs" broad) Applicant argues that a broad description for matching methods suffices to show posession. Applicant is referred to us 
2^8 051 Lupien e^^^^ as example of sufficient disclosure of matching algorithms. Specifically, see Summary of the Invention and Col. 

6 line 26 to 0)1 9 line 5 as exemplary disclousre of matching methods. Applicant's Specification discloses nothing comparable. 
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